
Part V

Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies
Task Force Report



REPORT OF TIIE

EFFLITENT-DEPEI\DENT WATERS
TASK FORCE

FOR CONSIDERATION
OF ISSI]ES RELATED TO TIIE

IhILAI\D ST]RTACE WATERS PLAN

October 1995



EFFLI.JENT DEPBNDENT WATERBODIES TASK FORCE

FACILI-

TATOR

NA.[{CY RI:ICHARI)

P O BOX 4963

ARCATA. CA 9552I

INTEREST
CATEGORY I

MEMBER

POTW 2m N MAIN sr, sTE t4oo
r LOS ANGELES. CA 9@12

BILI, DE PIOTO
STORM- Los ANGELES couNTy puBlrc woRKs DEpr

P.O BOx l.160
WATER ALHAMBRA. cA elao2-1460

DAVID L. PIIILLIPS
, UNTVERSITY Of CALIFORNIA AT OAVIS

INDUSTRY FActLtlEs sERvtcES
DAVTS. CA 95616

_ ,?!19!.E: 19l6lln-8-?l4 -_ f^I €1q) 7_5_2:7_11!_

ROBERT ROBINSON
AGRI' coAcHELLA vAtLEy WATER DrsrRrcr

P O. BOX 105E
CULTURE coAcHELrA, cA e2236

MAR,Y ELLEN EARRS
WATER EAsrERNMUNIcIpALWATERDrsrRrcr

PO 80X8300
SUPPLY sANJActNro.cAe2sEl€3oo

DOROTHY GREEN & JAQI.'E FORREST
ENVIRON- HEAL THE BAY

2701 OCEAN PARK AVE, STE 150
MENTAL SANTE MoNtcA. cAeo.ros

ROBERT H. HULTQITST
PUBLIC DEpARTMENToF HEALTH sERvtcEs, ow

2151 BERKELEYWY, RM I13
HEALTH BERKELEv.cAe4Ttx

?!9!!E j14_104!9_ jll: (e19l11c_2q1
DAVID ST{ITH

U.S.  us  EPAREGloNg,w-& l
75 HAWTHORNE ST

EPA sAN FRANcrsco. cA941os

JACK LINN
FISH& DEPARTMENToFFIsHANoGAME

2OO5 NIMBUS RD
WILDLIFE RANcHo coRoovA. cA 9s670

PHONE: (916)35S856 FAX: (916)98$€0r

GR,EIG PETERS
REGIONAL RwocB - sAN DtEGo

9771 CIIIREMONT MESA BLVD, STE B
BOARDS SAN DtEGo. cAs21z4

- PHONE: (619) t6l-2976___ _FAX: (619) 57'l-697_2_

SYED KIHSIMI,'DDIN
STATE s\A/RcB - FREsHwATER sTANDARDS uNrr

P O BOX 944213,901 P ST
BOARD sAcMMENro. cAsri2t./-i213o

ALTERNATE

. 4232 LAS VIRGENES RD
CALABASAS. CA 91302-1994

DAVID R. TALCOTT
LOS ANGELES DEPT OF STORMWATER MGT
600 s sPRrNGs sT, sTE 4m
LOS ANGELES. CA SO14

i NoALTEnNATBPROFOSED

SAM I'URUTA RANDAL ORTON
LOS ANG€LES CITY PUBLIC \A/ORKS DEPARTMENT LAS VIRGEN€S MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT

PHONE:  (213)4855112 FAX:  (213)62S5514 PHONE:  (818)EEG4110 FAX:  (818)88G9077

_l __erqNE: (81!)js&rq97_ __=E44 Q!_qqq9g{ - .__CtlqNE: el3)817€347 FAx: (213)847-5443

PHONE: (619)39e2651 F,q: (619)39&3711

NO ALTENNATE PR,OFOSEI)

]DANIELDIEIIN

I SANOTEGOCOUNTYWATERAUTHORTTY
3:II 1 FIFTH AVE
sAN D|EGO, CA 92r@571E

JOM{ SANFORI)
EWIRONMENTAL ALLIANCE
1212 PLEASANT HILL RO
LAFAYETTE. CA 943T9

NO ALTERNATE PROFOSED

_ PHoNE-:. (eos) e2$7676 x4527_ -E4Il=(999)_94!?!i PHoNE: (6ls) 6E2{121 Fru(: (6ls) 2e7-0s11

PHONE: (310)581.{188 FAX: (310)581-t195 PHONE: (510)93$2E00 FAx

. PHONE: (415)74+2012 FtA. (15174+1078 PHONE: (415)7e1923 FAi(: (415)71+1A73

TERRY ODA
US EPAREGION9,W. '1
75 HAWTHORNE ST
sAN FRANCTSCO CA94105

NO ALITRNATE PROPOSED

NO ALTERNATE PROPOSED

NO ALIDRNATE PROP'OSED

MTA DAVIDSON
DEPARTMENT OF PESTICIDE REGULATION
1020 N sT
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814

ADVISORY

CAPACITY

Task Force #5 04-oct-95



EFFLTJENT DEPENDENT TASK FORCE
ATTENDANCE ROSTER

It June 22

Khasimuddin
Gail Linck

M = Member

A : Altemate
* : Jaque Forrest substiruted Dorotby Green.

** = Nita Davidson decidql to prll out after the April meeting.

[I---TIH"T*I.-TI:Present



EFFLIJENT.DEPENDENT WATER BODIES TASK FORCE REPORT

TABLE OF CONTENTS

I

I
I
2
3
4

4

5

5
6
6
7

8
8
9

l l
1 1
1 1
1 1

t4
l4
T6

16
16

L7

2.0

3.0

r.0

1 . 1
t . 2
1 . 3
t .4
1 . 5

3.1
3 . 1 . 1
3 . r . 2
3 . r . 3

3.2
3 . 2 . r
3 .2 .2

3.3
3 . 3 . 1
3 .3 .2
3 .3 .3

3.4
3 . 4 . 1
3.4.2

3.5
3 . 5 . 1

4.0

INTRODUCTION

Goal Statement
Background
Problem Statement
Definitions
R€lationship to Agricultural Waters Task Force

LIST OF TASK FORCE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES

ISSI.JES ADDRESSED

Benelicial Uses
Current Beneficial Use Designations .
Possible Subcategory Beneficial Use Designations . . .
Possible New Beneficial Use Designations

Water Quality Objectives
Options
Descriptions of Potential Methods

Implementation
Background
Recommendation
Options

Policy Options
Approaches
kvels of Implementation

Other Issues
Protected Species

ISSI.JES NOT ADDRESSED

Appendix l: Pima County Proposal re: data and implementation needs in relationto
developing water quality objectives.
Aooendix 2: Response of the Chemical-Specific Objectives Task Force re: feasibility,
applicability, and legality of methods to develop water quality objectives.
Apgendix 3: Copies of leners to fish and wildlife agencies sent by the Task Force.



EFFLUENT-DEPENDENT WATER BODIES TASK FORCE REPORT

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies Task Force met six times from April 1995 to

September 1995 and for two mid-course meetings on June I and August 1, 1995. Task
Force members and other participants discussed a number of issues pertaining to the unique
effluent-dependent water bodies in the State. The outcome of discussions is presented in this
report. The report is organized so that content reached by consensus is presented as regular
text. Areas of disagreement or alternative language arc presented as options or italics within
the regular text.

1.1 GOAL STATEMENT

The goal of the effluent-dependent water bodies task force is to develop recommendations for
the State Water Resources Control Board regarding how to provide reasonable protection for
appropriate beneficial uses of effluentdependent water bodies.

1.2 BACKGROI.JND

Previous Efforts to Adopt Water Oualitv Regulations for Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies

The now rescinded Inland Surface Waters Plan (ISWP) and Enclosed Bays and Esnraries Plan
(EBEP) identified some new categories of water bodies. "Category (a)" water bodies were
considered to be:

"Water bodies, or segments thereof, that are not naturally perennial and, as of the
date of adoption of this plan, support, or are planned to support within six years of
plan adoption, aquatic habitat beneficial uses during the dry season as a result of the
discharge of reclaimed water. "

The plans included specific provisions for addressing these waters. The statewide
chemical-specific water quality objectives were to be applied as performance goals to waters
designated as Category (a) for purposes of regulating reclaimed water and non-point source
discharges. Site-specific objectives were to be developed within six years for any
constituents in these discharges for which the statewide water quality objectives were
inappropriate. At the end of the six year period, if site-specific numerical water quality
objectives had not been adopted, the statewide objectives applied. In addition, point source
discharges which were not reclaimed water had to meet the statewide objectives upon plan
adoption. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) formal action on the plans
included disapproval of the definition and performance goal approach for Category (a) water
bodies.



Some recognition of these water bodies was made through the publication of "Guidance for
Modifying Water Quality Standards and Protecting Effluent Dependent Ecosystems"
(USEPA, Region 9, 6192). This guidance described the possible application of four methods
for modifying water quality standards: Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) analysis,
Alternate Water Quality Criteria development, Ecological Benefit Comparisort (Use

Attainability Analysis), and Economic Feasibility Analysis (Use Attainability Analysis). The

overall premise was that standards should be revised for such water bodies in order to help
preserve or create in-stream flows that support desirable ecosystems.

Water Reclamation and Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies

As water supplies become more scarce and wastewater quality improves, use of reclaimed

water as a source of water has increased, particularly in southern California. The

contribution of reclaimed water to the water supply provides a variety of economic and

environmental benefits, both locally and elsewhere in the state. For instance, the use of

reclaimed water reduces reliance on imported water supplies from northern California and

the Colorado River basin. By easing demand for imported water, water reclamation may

result in ecological benefits where these distant water zupplies are located.

However, with the application of more stringent regulations to wastewater discharges,
including those of unused reclaimed water, the costs of treatment could increase. These

higher treaunent costs may pose either an incentive or a disincentive to reclamation,
depending on the specific circumstances (such as the feasibility of 100 percent reclamation
with no discharge, the costs of the treatment deemed necessary to meet water quality

objectives, and the cost of potable water relative to reclaimed water). Presently, for water

reclamation to be viable, most projects require some discharge to a local water body during
the "build-out" phase, seasonally or in other times of low demand. Discharge of reclaimed
water to naturally ephemeral and intermittent streams, and in some cases to perennial
streatns, have resulted in the creation of perennial or intemrpted water bodies with riparian
habitat that would not exist in the absence of the discharge or perennial water bodies with

changed habitat. New or chnnged habitats may be beneficial to various types of species.

1.3 PROBLEM STATEMENT

Effluent-dependent water bodies are not currently addressed by statewide water quality
objectives and beneficial use categories. In the new statewide water quality control plans,
therefore, the task force supports defining these water bodies, determining the appropriate
beneficial uses, and describing how water quality objectives can be derived to protect the
beneficial uses. The task force proposes an approach different from that described in the
previous plans, as the previous approach was unacceptable to USEPA. Additionally, the
proposed approach includes beneficial uses in addition to aquatic habitat.



1.4 DEFINITIONS

Ephemeral Stream: a stream, or reach of stream, that flows briefly only in response to

piecipitation or snow melt in the immediate locality and whose channel is above the region's

water table.

Intermittent Stream: a stream, or reach of stream, that flows only at certain times of the

year as when it receives flow from springs, melted snow, localized precipitation, or a

controlled source such as a dam or water treatment plant.

OPTION 1:
Effluent-Dependent Water Body: a water body, or segments thereof, in which the non-storm

flow is primarily attributable (more than 50%) to discharges from anthropogenic sources

excluding reservoir releases.

OPTION 2:
Treated Effluent-Deoendent Water Body: a water body, or segments thereof, in which the

non-stonn flow is primarily attributable (more tlran 5O%) to treated discharges from
anthropogenic sources excluding reservoir releases.

OPTION 3:
Treated Wastewater-Dependent Water Body: a water body, or segments thereof, (1) for
which the non-storm flow is primarily attributable to treated discharge; and (2) that, in the
absence of a discharge referred in (1) and other primarily anthropogenic surface or
subsurface flows, would be considered an ephemeral or intermittent water body.

Untreated Discharge-Deoendent Water Body: a water body, or segments thereof, (l) for
which the non-storm flow is primarily attributable to untreated discharge; and (2) that, in the
absence of a discharge referred in (1) and other primarily anthropogenic surface or
subsurface flows, would be considered an ephemeral or intermittent water body.

OPTION 4:
Effluent-Dependent Water: a water body, or segments thereof, for which
(l) the non-storm flow for is primarily attributable to treated discharge, and (2) that, in the
absence of a discharge referred to in (1), other primarily anthropogenic surface or subsurface
flows, or surface or subsurface flows affecting less than half its length caused by naturally
occurring rising groundwater, would be considered an ephemeral or intermittent water body
(see Figure 1-1, Flowchart for Evaluating Applicability of EDW Aquatic Life Use
subcategories).



Flowchart For Evaluating Applicability of EDW Aquatic Life Use
Subcategories

EDW use
appropriate

Use
Agwaters
approach

ls it naturally perennial due to
rising groundwater?

ls the water naturally perennial?

ls it naturally perennlal for < hall
its length?

ls the water perennial now due
to anthropogenlc sources?

fs flow > 5Oo/" treated effluent
majority of the year?

Eval. whether EDW
use appropriate on
case-by-case basis

ls flow > SOVo treated effluent the
majority of the year?

EDW use
lnappropriate
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EDW use may be
appropriate seasonally

EDW use
appropriate



T.5 RELATIONSHIP TO AGRICULTURAL WATERS TASK FORCE

The SWRCB established two task forces to consider special types of water bodies, the

Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies Task Force and the Agricultural Waters Task Force.

These two task forces have been meeting independently, although there is some overlap in

attendees and membership. The intent of the task forces is to address issues unique to, and

establish categories for, effluent-dependent water bodies in the ISWP.

There also is overlap in the definitions considered by the two task forces. This overlap may

cause some con@rn because similar issues may have been addressed differently by the two

task forces; however, the overlapping anendees have somewhat alleviated this sinration. The

state should minimize the differences in the promulgation of the ISWP. Finally, any

remaining gray area will be resolved when a specific water body is designated into a special

category.

2.0 LIST OF TASK FORCE MEMBERS AI{D ALTERNATES

The following is a list of Task Force members and dternates who participarcd in the

development of the report and represented interest groups.

Nancy Reichard (Facilitator)
Syed Khasimuddin
Gail Linck
David Phillips
Bob Hultquist
Terry Oda
Dave Smith
Randal Orton
Dave Talcott
Bill DePoto
Grieg Peters
Dan Diehr
Mary Ellen Harris
Dorothy Green
Nita Davidson
Robert Robinson
Jack D. Linn
Brad Hagemann
John Sanford
Sam Furuta
Michael Kiado
Jaque Forrest

Center for Resolution of Environmental Disputes
SWRCB
SWRCB
U.C. Davis
CA. Dept. of Health Services
USEPA
USEPA
I:s Virgenes Municipal Water District
Cify of los Angeles
L.A. Co. Dept. of Public Works
RWQCB-9
San Diego County Water Authority
Eastern Municipal Water District
Heal the Bay
CA Dept. of Pesticide Regulation
Coachella Valley
CA. Dept. of Fish & Game
RWQCB-3
Environmental Alliance
Los Angeles County Sanitation District
CA. Dept. of Health Services
Heal the Bay



3.0 ISSUES ADDRESSED

The following sections present the results of the Task Force discussions regarding beneficial

uses, water quality objectives, implementation, policy options, and other issues'

A three-step process is used by the SWRCB to protect and enhance the quality and quantity

of the State's inland surface waters. This process consists of:
(i) The designation of beneficial uses (covered in Section 3.1).

iiil the identification of water quality objectives to protect those uses (covered in

Section 3.2).
(iiD The development of programs to implement and ensure compliance with (i) and (ii)

(covered in Section 3.3).

The Task Force has agreed in principle that the beneficial uses of effluent-dependent water

bodies should be reviewed and revised where necessary to take into account their unique

character as created water bodies whose aquatic life depends on both effluent quantity and

quality. Assuming the State designates beneficial uses specifically for effluent-dependent

water-bodies, the next step would be the identification of water quality objectives to protect

those uses.

3.I BENEFICIAL USES

In order to more accurately reflect the variery and character of inland surface water bodies in

the State, and to allow foithe proper level of protection for all such water bodies, including

existing and potential effluentiependent water bodies, the Task Force believes that it would

be desirable to establish several new categories and subcategories for several existing

beneficial uses. After an official listing of subcategories is established, the appropriate

subcategories which are applicable for each water body or segment thereof could then be

identifiJd. Based on the combination of natural conditions, and any existing

effluent-dependent condition, each water body would be designated with the proper beneficial

use designation.

To satisfy the federal requirement that the State establish numerical objectives for all priority

pollutanti for which the USEPA has developed water quality criteria, it will be necessary to

Lstablish water quality objectives which are appropriate for the new beneficial uses.

The relative sensitivity of the community of aquatic life which becomes established within an

effluent-dependent *it"r body may be different from that found in a non-effluent-dependent

water bodi. In the extreme case (where the perennial presence of water in a water body is

completely dependent on a discharge of effluent), the existence of most of the aquatic life is

also dependent on the effluent. Efforts to develop numerical objectives for such

effluenidependent water bodies should not ignore the fact that the physical presence of the

aquatic life is proof of a level of protection for those species.



When determining the proper level of protection for effluent-dependent water bodies, we
believe that consideration must be given to the alternative conditions which would exist
within the water body in the absence of effluent. 

'ln 
the semi-arid southwest, many streams

which were naturally ephemeral or intennittent have developed some perennial flow due to
human uses and releases of water within the watersheds of these streams. The presence of
this effluent has led to the establishment of aquatic species which would otherwise not occur
within the streams. The Task Force believes that the minimum level of protection which is
required for such effluent-dependent aquatic species should generally bear a relationship to
the quality of the water which created the aquatic habitat. However, in situations where full
attainment of beneficial uses could be achieved with bener water quality, Regional Boards
may wish to pursue additional water quality improvements on a site-specific basis.

New subcategories addressing human health protection were developed. For all of the new
uses, exposure scenarios will have to be developed that will result in appropriate human
health protective water quality objectives. Those human health-related uses examined were:
Municipal and Domestic Supply, Agriculrural Supply, Industrial Service Supply, Recreation,
Fish Consumption, Sport Fishing, and Ground Water Recharge.

The following are examples of beneficial use categories and subcategories which could be
developed for different water bodies and the task force's ideas concerning their application to
effluent-dependent water bodies.

The creation of new subcategories of beneficial uses is one possible way to provide the
proper level of protection for various water bodies of the State. The Task Force has
identified, for consideration, use designations that could apply to effluent-dependent water
bodies. These uses, including previously designated (current) beneficial uses which the Task
Force identifies as potentially applicable to effluent-dependent water bodies, are described
below. However, the uses listed may not all be applicable to a given water body, and some
will need to be designated on a site-specific basis.

3.1.1 CURRENT BENEFICIAL USE DESIGNATIONS

Agricultural Supoly ffor Food Sourcesl (AGR[-11): Uses of water for farming, horticulture,
or ranching including, but not limited to, irrigation, stock watering, or support of vegetation
for range grazing. [Note: The language in brackes modifies current AGR use designation.]

Industrial Service Supoly OND): Uses of water for industrial activities that do not depend
primarily on water quality including, but not limited to, mining, cooling water supply,
hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire protection, or oil well re-pressurization.

3.I.2 POSSIBLE SUBCATEGORY BENEFICIAL USE DESIGNATIONS

Municioal and Domestic Indirect Supply (MUN-2): Uses of water for community, military,
or individual water supply systems after conveyance, storage, blending, and/or treatment.



Municipal and Domestic-Indirect Drinkine Water Supply (MUN-2): Indirect uses of surface

or ground waters for community, military, or individual drinking water supply systems,
assuming additional treatment to become suitable for potable use.

Agricultural Supply for Non-Food Sources (AGR-2): Uses of water, excluding direct use on

food crops, for farming, horticulture, or ranching including, but not limited to, irrigation,

stock watering, or support of vegetation for range grazing.

Groundwater Recharge-Drinking Water Suppl], (GWR-I): Natural or artificial recharge of

groundwater for purposes of future extraction for use as community, military, or individual

drinking water supplies, following a residence time of 12 months or less before withdrawal

from the aquifer.

Groundwater Recharge-Drinking Water Supply (GWR-2): Narural or artificial recharge of

groundwater for purposes of future extraction for use as cornmunity, military, or individual

drinking water supplies, following a residence time of 12 months or more before withdrawal

from the aquifer.

Ground Water Recharge for Non-Drinking Water Supply (GWR-3): Uses of water for

recharge of groundwater or halting of saltrrater inmrsion of freshwater aquifers, where no

drinking water consumption occurs.

Ground Water Recharge-Domestic Use (GWR-2): Uses of water for recharge of ground

water used as a domestic water supply, where sufficient blending to control the reclaimed

water contribution, and reservoir retention occur prior to water extraction. Wellhead

treatment may be required.

3.1.3 POSSIBLE NEW BENEFICIAL USE DESIGNATIONS

Effluent-Dependent Warm Freshwater Habitat (EDW): Uses of water that support

ecosystems present in water bodies or segments thereof in which the annual average dry

*eaihet flow is primarily attributable (more than 50%) to discharges from anthropogenic

sources, excluding reservoir releases.

Effluent-Dependent Warm Freshwater Habitat (EDW-I): Uses of water that support warrn

water ecosystems primarily attributable to treated discharge, including, but not limited to,

preservation or enhancement of aquatic and riparian habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife

including invertebrates.

Unrreateal Discharge-Dependent Wann Freshwater Habitat (EDW-2): Uses of water that

suppott timtted warm water ecosystems due to water quality conditions primarily attributable

to untreated discharge, including, but not limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic

and riparian habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife including invertebrates'



Full Body Contact Recreation (REC-l): Uses of water which cause the human body

to come into direct contact with water to the point of complete submergence. The use is

such that incidental ingestion of the water is likely to occur and certain sensitive body organs

such as the eyes, ears, and nose may be exposed to direct contact with the water. [Note:
This use would apply to waters which are deep enough in at least some reaches for full body

contact to occur.]

Partial Body Contact Recreation (REC-2): Uses of water which cause the human body to

come into direct contact with water, but normally not to the point of complete submergence.

The use is such that ingestion of the water is not likely to occur, nor will sensitive body

organs such as the eyes, ears, and nose normally be exposed to direct contact with the water.

[Note: this use would apply to waters which are too shallow for full body contact to occur,

and is different from the existing REC-I and REC-2.1

Noncontact Water Recreation (REC-3): Uses of water for recreational activities involving
proximity to water, but not normally involving body contact with water. These uses include,

but are not limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, sightseeing, or aesthetic enjoyment in

conjunction with the above activities.

Fish Consumption (FC): Uses of water which support game species. Does not include water
bodies designated as catch and release fisheries by the Deparrnent of Fish and Game.

Fish Consumption (FC-l): Uses of water by humans for harvesting fish or other aquatic
organisms for commercial, recreational, and/or subsistence fishing consumption purposes.

Fish Consumption Limited (FC-2): Uses of water by humans for harvesting fish or other
aquatic organisms for incidental or occasional recreational and/or consumption purposes, but
not for commercial or long-term subsistence purposes.

Sport Fishing. Planted Species (SFH): Uses of water for recreational collection of sport fish
or other organisms that are artificially planted in the water body.

3.2 WATER QUALITY OBIECTTVES

This section summarizes the Task Force's discussions on water quality objectives for
effluent-dependent water bodies and provides some potentially applicable methods for
developing objectives.

3,2.T OPTIONS

The Task Force identified a number of methods which are potentially useable for developing
objectives for effluent-dependent water bodies. Combinations of methods may be appropriate
for developing objectives for particular beneficial uses and/or constituents. The methods are
briefly described below. Many of the data and implementational needs associated with these



options are addressed in a Pima County proposal (Tables 1-3) (Appendix 1).

The Task Force did not review the feasibility, applicability, or legality of these objective
development methods. However, the Task Force asked the Chemical-Specific Objectives
Task Force to review a draft version of these methods and provide feedback concerning their
feasibility, applicability, and legality with respect to objectives development. The Chemical-
Specific Objectives Task Force provided some analysis of these methods on September I 1,
1995 (Appendix 2).

3.2.2 DESCRIPTIONS OF POTENTIAL METHODS

la. EPA Recalculation Method. Toxicity test results for species not found in effluent-
dependent waters (EDWs) would be removed from the data set, results for species found in
the EDWs would be substituted, and the objectives would be recalculated. This is the EPA
preferred recalculation method. This method could facilitate consideration of all resident
species or only indigenous species.

lb. Recalculation Method Used By Arizona. Toxicity test rezults for species not found in
EDWs would be removed from the data set and the objectives would be recalculated. This is
the method used by Arizona for EDWs and ephemeral aquatic and wildlife uses. This
method could facilitate consideration of all resident species or only indigenous species.

2. Recalculate Usine Water Effect Ratios or Other Site Specific Methods. EPA's water
effect ratio (WER) method is usually used on a site-specific basis. Under this method, good
quality "reference" EDWs could be identified, perhaps using biological indicators (poorly
understood) or chronic toxicity test results (e.9., ( ITUC). WER method would be applied
to recalculate objectives for these reference EDWs. The most protective values obtained
through the WER studies for reference EDWs could potentially be applied as objectives for
EDWs as a class. Alternative statistical tools for extending WER results to EDWs as a class
may exist, but have not been'discussed indetail. This method conceivably provides a basis
for establishing EDW objectives based on empirical studies of EDW ecosystems and ambient
water qualify.

In addition to the WER method, EPA has developed other methods for adjusting
EPA-recommended national water quality criteria. These include adjustment of the
acute-to-chronic ratio and adjusfrnent of the bio-concentration factor.

3a. Develop New Criteria Based On Local Species. Sensitive species resident in reference
EDWs would be identified based on field studies. Criteria would be developed for EDWs
through normal laboratory criteria development procedures. This method could facilitate
consideration of all resident species or only indigenous species.

3b. Develop New Criteria Based On Ambient Conditions. Criteria would be developed for
EDWs based on testing of ambient quality. This method could be implemented on a site



specific basis, for EDWs as a class, or for EDW groupings which reflect ecoregion,
geographic, or other considerations. This method could include provisions that ambient
quality must be sufficient to ensure that there is no ambient toxicity. This method could
facilitate consideration of all resident species or only indigenous species.

4. Use l,owest Toxicity Test Results. Use the lowest genus mean acute value from all
genera in the EPA data set, rather than statistical predictions of acute toxicity values for
untested organisms, to calculate acute and chronic objectives. Arizona used this methd to
calculate objectives for non-EPA priority pollutants where there were insufficient acute test
data to develop national criteria guidarce using the EPA methodology.

5. [ower the Protection kvel. Adjust EPA criteria for protection of 75% to NVo of all
species nationwide rather than all species. It may be possible to justify lower protection
levels in EDWs since application of criteria based on the full protection level could result in
discharge removal and resulting harm to EDW aquatic ecosystems.

6. Adjust the Averaging Periods. For acute objectives use an averaging period of 24 days
rather than t hour, and for chronic objectives use an averaging period of 30-60 days rather
than 4 days. This approach may be more consistent with the testing periods actually used by
EPA in developing national criteria for many pollutants.

For human health objectives it may be reasonable to use an averaging period of one year or
longer. This approach is consistent with the lifetime exposure assumptions which EPA
makes in calculating many of the human health criteria.

7. Adjust the Allowable Frequency of Excursions. Allow an excursion every 6 months to
one year, rather than once every three years. Perhaps this could be supported by
EDW-specific information concerning ecosystem recovery from excursions.

8. Apply Drinking Water and Fish Consumption Objectives Seoarately. Where both drinking
water and fish consumption are designated uses, develop new objectives which address these
uses separately rather than developing an objective based on a combination of exposure
routes.

Where drinking water is a designated use, but fish consumption is not, apply only drinking
water objectives. Where fish consumption is a designated use, but drinking water is not,
apply only the fish consumption objectives.

9. Adjust Cancer Risk kvels. For carcinogens, base objectives on a cancer risk level of 10-5
or 104.

10. Change Application of State Policies Which Drive Uses and Objectives. Some objectives
are driven partly by state policy prescriptions (e.g., Drinking Water Policy, which drives
designation of potential MUN uses).
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ll. Use Dissolved Metals In Lieu of Total Recoverable Metals. Develop new metals
objectives based solely on the dissolved metals fraction rather than total recoverable metals.

3.3 IMPLEMENTATION

3.3.1 BACKGROUND

California has two separate levels of decision-making in water quality, which are described

in the Porter-Cologne Rct. The SWRCB acts on a statewide level, and nine Regional Water

euality Control Boards (RWQCBs) act on a regional "watershed" level. Therefore, the

actions desired by the task force could take place in a variety of scenarios.

Table 3-1 describes the alternative regulatory pathways that were considered by the Task

Force. In general, these fall into three categories: state level implementation, regional level

implementation, or combinations of the two levels.

3.3.2 RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force evaluated several process options ranging from addressing effluent-dpendent
water body needs entircly in Statewide Plans to addrcssing these needs primarily in Basin
plans. To the extent feasible, effluentdependent water body needs should be addressed
primarily in statewide plans. The Task Force recognizes that some effluent-dependent water

body needs will be addressed at the RWQCB level.

3.3.3 oPTIONS

Due to time constraints, the Task Force was unable to fully consider the many detailed iszues

rhat will have to be addressed by the SWRCB in developing its approach to effluent-
dependent water bodies. However, some options to address the various elements of the
implementation process, followed by explanatory notes, are described below.

IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS OPTIONS

STEP 1:
Recognize and define effluent-dependent water body types.

Implementation process :
SWRCB recognizes and defines effluent-dependent water body types in the
Inland Surface Waters Plan and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan
(ISWP/EBEP).

1 1



I ' ab1e 3- l MAY 12, 1995

FOR EFFLUENT DEPENDENT WATERS (EDWS)

lThere rnay be different EDW-specific WeOs tor different types ol EDWs.

2There rnay b6 dilfcrent use categories for different types of EDWs.

# DESCRIPTION STATE PTANS BASIN PLANS

1 EOW-SPECIFIC WOOs'

1 A AddrEes in Stat€ Plans Define EDWs
ldentify all EDWs in State
Adopt EDW-specific WQOs

No action necessary

1 B Addreas padialy in Stdo Plarts
End pardalf in Basin Plans

DEline EDWs
Adopt EDW-specilic WOOs

ldentily dl EDWs ln Basin
Adopt EDW-specilic WOOs
lrom State Plan for each EDW

1 c Ad&esc pdmadly h Basin
Plans

Oefine EDWs
Apply sratewide WOOs to all

waterc (lncluding EDWs)

ldentily all EDWs ln Basin
Adopt EDW-sFbcilic WQOs

2 EDW.SPECIFIC USES.

?A Ad&ees in Statc Planc Deline EDWs
Definc EDW us€ cat€gorirs
ldentily and categodze EDWs
by use calegory

Adopt WQOs appropriate for
eeh use category and EDW

No action neessary

28 Address parrielly in Std6 Plilr
and partially in BaEin Plans

Define EDWs
DefineEDW-specifiq.use -
categori6s

Adopt appropdateWOOs for
each use cat€gory

ldentify and categorize EDWs
by us€ calegory

Adopt EDW-specific WQOs
from State Plan for each EDW

2c Address primarily in Easin
Plans

Define
Define process for adopting

appropriate WOOs for EDWs

Define EDW-gecific use
categories

ldentify and categorize EDWs
by usa cat€gory

Adopt appropdate WQOs for
each use category and EDW
pursuant to Plan process

3 SSO PROCESS Adopt Existing Uses
Oescribe and adopt SSO

Process

Where appropriate, adopt
SSOs lor EDWs pursuant to
Plan process

4 UAA PROCESS Adopt Existing Uses
Apply Statewide WOOs to ail

waters (including EDWs)

Where appropriate, revise uses
lor EDWs pursuant to EPA
process and adopt WQOs
pursuant to Plan process

1 1 a



STEP 2:
Identify water bodies as effluent-dependent waters.

2a) Develop technical criteria for determining qualifications'
2b) Designate effluent-dependent water bodies meeting criteria.

Implementation process:
SWRCB develops criteria and adopts in ISWP/EBEP; RWQCB apply criteria and
adopt lists of qualifying water bodies in Basin Plans, with appeal to SWRCB.

STEP 3:
Adopt new or modified beneficial uses and subcategories appropriate for effluent-
dependent water bodies.

3a) Develop list of new or modified beneficial use categories and zubcategories
appropriate for effluent-dependent water body types in ISWP/EBEP.

3b) Decide which uses are generally appropriate for effluent-dependent water
body types.

lmplementation process:
SWRCB adopts new/modified use categories and subcategories and indicates which
uses are generally appropriate for effluentdependent water body types.

STEP 4:
Assign new beneficial use categories and subcategories to specific water bodies.

ai Uses identified as appropriate are assigned categorically to waters designated
as effluentdependent water bodies.

4b) Current beneficial use designations that are potential (i.e., not attained since
L975) uses are removed (and replaced with new designations) through a
categorical statewide Use Attainability Analysis.

lmplementation Process :
Both steps could be carried out by the SWRCB or the RWQCBS.

STEP 5:
Develop water quality objectives appropriate for new beneficial use categories and
zubcategories of effluent-dependent water bodies'

5a) Identify scientifically defensible methods acceptable for recalculating water
quality objectives.

5b) Recalculate water quality objectives that are applicable to new or modified
beneficial use categories and subcategories for effluentdependent water bodies
(create matrix).

5c) Conduct attainability analysis to determine most stringent reasonably attainable
objectives that are scientifically defensiblet (include final objectives as separate
table in ISWP/EBEP).

1 For a description of a methodology for doing this analysis, see l-arry Walker, "A Practical Approach

for Assessing Compliance Costs in the Adoption of Water Quality Objectives,' August 24, 1995
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Implementation Process :
swRCB devllops and adopts warer quality objectives for effluent-dependent water

bodies, by beneficial use.

STEP 6:
Adopt program of imPlementation- 

6r) Adopt program elements such as a policy for the use of compliance schedules,
procedureJ and assumptions for translating water quality objectives to permit

limits, etc. Provisions appropriate for effluent-dependent water bodies should

be irclud€d where necessary. The Plans should spocify the conditions under

which exceptions can be made to designations of effluentdependent water
bodies, and for the use of site-specific objectives when the statewide water
quality objectives for effluentdependent waterc are inappropriate. These
proviiions could be included in the Program of Implementation or in other
sections of the Plars, as appropriarc.

Implementation Process :
SWRCB develops and adopts a program of implemenhtion in the ISWP/EBEP.

STEP 7:
Adoption of water quality objectives for specific water bodies.

7a'l Statewide water quality objectives applicable for effluentdependent water
bodies are applied categorically to the water bodies assigned to these water
bodY tYPes.

7b) Site-specific adjustments are made (through mechanisms such as changes in
use designations or the development of site-specific water quality objectives)
for specific water bodies where the statewide water quality objectives are
found to be inaPProPriate'

lmplementation Process :
Option 1-- The SWRCB applies the statewide water quality objectives for effluent-
dependent waters categorically to all water bodies assigned to effluent{ependent
water body types. RWQCBs make site-specific adjustments.
Option 2-- The RWQCBs apply the statewide water quality objectives to specific
water bodies, as well as make site-specific adjustments.

STEP 8:
Implementation of water quality objectives in permia.

8a) As existing waste discharge requirements are renewed, or new ones are
issued, new water quality objectives will be reflected in effluent limitations in
the permit.

Implementation Process:
RWQCBs are responsible for issuance of waste discharge requirements.
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EXPLANATORY NOTES

l. This description of implementation process options does not include all steps of Basin
Plan adoption (for example, adoption of statewide water quality objectives into Basin Plans
or approval by SWRCB of Basin Plans).

Z. Significantly different amounts of time will be necessary for implementation, depending

on the allocation of responsibilities berween the SWRCB and the RWQCBs. Specifically' a

significantly shorterperiod of time will be required if Steps 2,4,arrd 7 are done ona

"ircgorical" basis ai ttte state level, with the Regional Boards reviewing these and acting

orily 6n exceptions. However, if these steps must be carried out on a site-specific basis by

the RWeCBi, several years will likely be necessary. Likewise, if currently designated uses

can be changeO using a "categorical" type of Use Attainability Analysis (UAA), the

implementation process will be expedited siguificantly.

3. During Task Force deliberations, it was proposed that the SWRCB and the USEPA

explore tf,e possibitity of conducti4g the UAA required to remove beneficial uses or replace

current use designations with less piotective uses on a ncategorical' basis, meaning that the

UAA would apply to all warcr bodies in a particular cat€gory. This would generally replace

site-specific U-AA, although site-specific UAAs could be required on a case-by+a* basis.

The'iask Force was unabli to pursue this topic further, although the group recognized that

this is a critical element of the implementation process.

4. (Note -- The Task Force did not discuss the following suggested recommendations)
Regardless of whether the SWRCB or RWQCBs conduct particular steps, SWRCB should
develop technical evaluation crircria for Srcps 2, 4, 5, ad 7. Because the Task Force was

unable to develop recommendations at this level of detail, the SWRCB should consider
convening a technical advisory commitrce to address these issues.

3.4 P'OLICY OPTIONS

The task force identified four major poticy options and three possible levels of
implementation. Most of the task force effort focused on examining the second approach.

3.4.1 APPROACHES

EDW-Specific Water Ouality Obiectives

This approach would consist of maintaining the present beneficial use designations, but

develop-ing statewide water quality objectives up-front for effluent-dependent water bodies
(EDW;). 

-The 
existing erizona water quality standards were reviewed as an example of this

approach. Arizona has numeric objectives for both "effluent-dominated" and "ephemeral"
*"t"rs, based on an 'aquatic and wildlife" beneficial use. The Arizona standards were
developed using lists of aquatic species found in such systems within the state. Toxicity test
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results for species not tbund in EDWs were removed from the data set and the objectives

recalculated. Arizona also modified the human health objectives by applying drinking water

and fish consumption objectives separately, instead of developing new objectives based on

the combination of the exposure routes.

Effluent dara were obtained for publicly-owned treatment works (POTWs) and for

storrnwater in California. Constiruents likely to exceed USEPA-recommended aquatic life

and human health criteria were examined. These were modified according to the Arizona

methods. It was seen that there would not be any significant reduction in attainability

problems through these methods, particularly for stolmwater. New water quality objectives

will have to be developed, but there are other available methods.

The needs for developing this approach would be: to define EDWs in the new state plans, to

identify all EDWs in the state, and to adopt EDW-specific water quality objectives statewide.

EDW-Specific Uses (Recommended Approach)

This approach consists of a two-step process. The first step is to modify the present

designated beneficial uses zuch that the designated uses more accurately reflect the actual

uses. The second step is to adopt water quality objectives appropriate for each use

designation. The twenty-three adopted beneficial use categories existing in California were

reviiwed. Modifications to some of them were proposed, generally making a "1" and "2"

type, it being assumed that the "2" would result in somewhat less stringent water quality

standards than the "1". Bothhuman health-based and aquatic life-based beneficial uses were

studied.

Under this approach, the list of existing and modified beneficial use categories appropriate to
EDWs would be presented to the state, along with a description of a process for developing
water quality objectives for those uses. It is unclear in federal regulations if a Use
Attainability Analysis (UAA) would be required prior to modifying uses.

The needs for developing this approach would be: to define EDWs in the new state plans, to
define EDW-specific use categories, to identify and categoriz.e all EDWs by use categories in
the state, and to adopt appropriate water quality objectives for EDWs.

SSO Process

Under this approach, the new state water quality plans would not specifically address EDWs.
Rather, any attainability problems would be addressed by the Regional Boards through the
development of site-specific objectives (SSOs) pursuant to procedures described in the Water

Quality Objectives portion of the plans. There was consensus that this was not a desirable
approach, because of the resources required to develop SSOs for all EDWs.
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UAA Process

Under this approach, the new state water quality plans would not specifically address EDWs.
Rather, any attainability problems would be addressed by the Regional Boards through the
Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) process described in the federal regulations to be used
when a non-existing use for a water body is unattainable. The national goal of
"fishable-swimmable," atong with the California policy of all surface waters being
"drinkable" (potable water supply), may not apply to EDWs. The state may remove a

designated use which is not existing, or establish sub-categories of a use through a UAA.

This approach would also rely on the USEPA guidance for modifying water quality

objectives for EDWs or some similar process adopted by the state.

The UAA process is generally considered to require significant data and be time-consuming.

The acceptability of UAAs is another concern. For these reasons, there was consensus that

this was not a desirable approach for EDWs.

3.4.2 LEVE,TS OF IMPLEMENTATION

California has two separate levels of decision-making in water quality unlike other states, due
to the Porter-Cologne Act. The State Water Resources Control Board acts on a statewide
level, and there are nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards acting on a regional
"watershed" level. Therefore, the actions could take place in a variety of scenarios. The

task force supports option 2, addressing effluent-dependent water bodies primarily in the state
plans and partially in basin plans.

Option l. Address entirely in state plans.

Option 2. Address primarily in state plans and partially in basin plans.

Option 3. Address primarily in basin plans.

3.5 OTIIER ISSUES

3.5.I PROTECTED SPECIES

The Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies Task Force expressed concern as a group on the lack
of involvement of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in this new statewide water quality planning effort. There
were no representatives from either state or federal fish and wildlife agencies assigned to the
task force. The group drafted letters to these agencies (Appendix 3) at the first meeting and,
as a result, obtained one representative from the CDFG.

The concern is that the CDFG might hold up the state plan approval process or associated
CEQA review by declaring lack of adequate protection of endangered and threatened species.
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This happened recently in the triennial reviews of three Southern California Regional Basin
Plans. The task tbrce desires much more active and earlier consultation and resolution of
issues related to water quality and protected species in the new state planning process,
especially in relation to effluent-dependent water bodies.

One means to this was the development of a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between
the State Water Resources Control Board and the CDFG that would describe and formalize
some of the coordination effons between these two agencies. A draft MOU was prepared,

but not acted on by the task force. This draft MOU is part of the record.

4.0 ISSTJES NOT ADDRFSSED

At the April26-27, L995 Task Force meeting many issues that needed to be addressed were
identified. Other issues were identified at subsequent meetings. Although most of the major
issues were considered by the Task Force, others were not, either because the issues should
have been addressed by other task forces or the Task Force did not have the resources
necessary to address the issue to a rcasonable extent. The following list of non-addressed
issues may be useful for further consideration by the SWRCB.

- How should ephemeral waters be protected?

- At what level of water quality does the ISWP optimize the balance benveen the
cost of producing reclaimed water and the benefits derived from both instream
beneficial uses and water supply beneficial uses?

- Who should pay the cost of producing a beneficial use created by an EDW - the
public serviced by the POTW, the beneficiaries, or the general public?

- Should the State's Drinking Water Policy be revised to encourage maximum
production of reclaimed water or should POTW discharges be required to meet
drinking water standards?

- Should the responsibility and cost of receiving water quality monitoring continue to
be borne by the segment of the public served by POTWs or should they be
assigned to the general public through reasonable budgets to the RWQCBs?

- Should the State's Antidegradation Policy be revised to provide for the protection
of beneficial uses of State waters rather than existing water quality in cases where
the existing water quality is better than necessary to protect those uses?

- Should the State's Anti-Backsliding Policy be revised to provide incentives for
POT:Ws to reasonably do more than what is minimally needed to meet water
quality standards?
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Should the same fbrmal UAA/SSO process be required to add beneficial uses as is
required to clelete beneficial uses'l

How should storTnwater standards be addressed?

How should agriculrural drainage be addressed?

Should the UAA/SSO process be standardized and delineated in the ISWP?

How can the ISWP be coordinated with non-point source programs?

Should habitat maintenance (minimum/maximum flows) be addressed?

Should multi-media concerns (i.e., transfer or migration of constituents to other
media) be addressed?

How can background concentrations of inorganics be addressed?

How can the introduction of exotic species, either purposely or inadvertent, be
addressed?

Should incidental groundwater recharge be addressed separately from
planned/deliberate groundwater recharge?

How should the State's water quality research needs be addressed?

Can the process to delist beneficial uses be standardized and streamlined?

How should dilution/mixing zones be used to determine permit requirements?

How can competing public interests be balanced?

How are water bodies designated as being impaired?

How can institutional barriers befween various water managers (e.g., POTWs and
water purveyors) be overcome?

Can seasonal standards be utilized to define permit limits?

How do the Task Force recommendations/options comply with existing federal and
State laws and regulations?

1 8



Mr. Steve Schwarzbach

Regioo 9

SWRCB

cc: Joe Medlin, Field Supewisor
U.S. Fish aod Wildlife Service

David B. Talcon
Ios Angeles Dept. of Stormwater Management

Robert Robinson
Water District

a

San Diego Counry Water Authoriry

ptlcfr
Randall'Onon
ks Virgencs Municipal Water District

Brad Hagemann

SWRCB

-?-

representarive ready to attend that meeting. The facilitator for this task force is
Nancy Reichard aod she can be reached at 707 t822-5965. You may also call Jesse Diaz,

Chief of the Division of Water Qualiry at 916t657-0756 or Dr. David C. Carlson, Chief of

the Freshwater Staudard Unit at 9L61657'2L88.

Sincerely,

Sam Furita
Ios Angeles Crty Public Worls Dept.

Uoivenity of California at Davis

Eastern Muuicipal Watcr District

c

llarie*ca ga,ri,d S-.*h
USEPA, Regiou 9

'erry /

- San Diego
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APP 27 ew

Mr. Steve Schwarzbach
Assistant Field Supewisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrnice
28@ Coaage Way, E-1803
Sacrancuto, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Schsnrzbach:

U.S. FISH AI.{D WILDLIFE SERVICE PARTICIPATION ON THE STATE WATER
RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD PT'BLIC ADVISORY TASK FORCE ON EFFLIJENT
DEPEI\IDENT ECOSYSTEIVfS

.As you kDow, the State Water Resor:rces Coutrol Board (SWRCB) bas initiated tbe process
of developing a uerv Intrard Surface Watqrs Plan (ISWP) and Enclosed Bays and Esnnries
Plan (EBEP). The initial sIEp in this process involves establishing eiglt public advisory ta.sk
forces to develop recommendations for SWRCB staff rcgarding key isnres related to
developing the new plars. These task forces have been formed and arc now completing the
initid round o6 msgtingS. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has previously
agrced to participate oo the Chemical Specific Objectives task force.

The Effluenr Dependent Ecosystems task force met for the first day of ia initial twoday
session ou April 26, 7995. A topic of great concertr to task force participaots which was
discussed at leuglh the first day is the lack of panicipatioa ss rhis task force by the USFWS.
The group was partianlarly concerned about the lack of USFV/S involvemenr bccarue:
(1) USFWS plays a key role in inplementing the Federal Endangercd Species Act (ESA) and
ESA issues will be rclevant to the task force discussions, and (2) USFWS is a recognized
source of biological expertise which our task force needs. The task force members are of the
opinion that USFWS involvement with this task force is critical at this early stage in the
process of developing the new ISW?/EBEP aod will be much more productive tlan later in
ttre public participatio" pY* when task force reommeudatioos bave been formulated.

The undersigled task force participana request tbat USFWS assign staff to fulty panieipate
ia the Efflueot Dependcnt Ecosysteins usk force.

Should you have any qnestions regarding the task force's coocerns on this issue, we invirc
you to atlend the ncxt task force meeting which is scheduled for May 18, 1995. However,
we hope you will find it possible to bave a staIf p€rsou designaed as the USFWS



Mr. Joho Turner

Sincerely,

Sam Furita
Ios Angeles Ciry Public Ylorls Dept.

David C. Carlson
SWRCB

cc: Mr. Boyd Gibbons, Director
Department of Fish and Crame

David B. Talcon
L,os Angeles Dept. of Stormwater Management

San Diego County Water AuthoritY

**$r6d,f#
USEPA, Regoo 9

Brad Hagemantt
RWQCB - Central Coast

-2-

we hope you will frnd it possible to have a staff person designated as the DFG representative

ready io istend thar meeting. The facilitator for this task force is Nancy Reichard and she

can be reached at7071822-SSAS. You may also call Jesse Diaz, Chief of the Division of

water Quality atg161657-0756 or Dr. David c. carlson, chief of the Freshwater standard

Unit at 9161657-2188.

4

fu,9#-
Randalf Ortoo
I:s Virgenes Municipal Water District

4.A44drd-
Syed Kbasimuddin
SWRCB

Roben Robinsou

Denartment of Hedth Services

- San Diego
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APR 2 7 1995

Nfr. John Turner, Chief
Environmental Services Branch
Deparmeut of Fish and Game
1216 Ninth Street, Room 1341
Sacragrento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Turner:

DEPARTMENT OF F'ISH AI{D GAT4E PARTICIPATION ON TIIE STATE WATER
RESOI,IRCES CONTROL BOARD PUBLIC ADVISORY TASK FORCE ON EFFLI'ENT
DEPE}TDENT ECOSYSTEN4S

As you know, the Starc W'ater Resources Conuol Board (SWRCB) bas initiated the process

of developing a trew Intand Surface Warcrs Platr (ISWP) and Eaclosed Bays and Esturies
pfan @p). The initial step in this ptocess involves estabtishing eight public advisory task
forces to develop recommendations for SWRCB staff rcgarding key isnres related to
developing the new plans. These task forces bave been formed and are now complgdng the

inirial round of meedngs. The Depanment of Fish and Gane (DFG) bas previously agreed
to panicipate on all of these task forces except Efflueut Depeodent Ecosy*ems.

The Effluenr Depeudenr Ecosystens task force met for the first day of is itrftial two{ay

session on April 26, 1995. A topic of great conceul to task force participants which was

discussed at iength the fint d"y ir the lack of panicipatioo on this task force by the DFG.

The group was particutarly concerned about the lack of DFG involvemeut because: (1) DFG
plays-a kiy rolain implemenring the California Endangercd Species Act (CESA) and CESA

isnres will be relevant to the task force discussions, ard (2) DFG strongly opposed
desiglation of Category (a) water bodies by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quatity Conaol
goara under the old IS:WP, aqd (3) DFG is a recoguized source of biological expertise which

our task force needs. The task force members are of the opinion tbat DFG involvement with

this rask force is crirical at this early stage in the process of developing the new ISW?/EBEP
and will be much more producjiys ihan larer in the public participation phesg whea ask force

recommendations have been formulated.

The undersigned task force participana request tbat DFG assign saff to fully panicipate in

the Effluent Dependent Ecosysrcms task force.

Should you have any questions rcgarding the ask force's concerns on this iszue, we invite
you to iaend the nexr task force meeting wbich is scheduled for May 18, 1995. However,
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Appendix 2

(Appendix 2 was removed at the
October  24,  1995 "AI1 Task Forces ' l
meeting. Please see the Addendum
f  o r  c la r i f  i ca t . i on .  )




